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Is that still the same? Has that changed? On the accuracy of measuring 
change with dependent interviewing1  
 
Abstract: (word count: 189) 
Measurement and analysis of change is one of the primary reasons to conduct panel surveys, but 
studies have shown that estimates of change from panel surveys can be subject to measurement 
error, most commonly overreporting of change. For this reason, many panel surveys use a 
technique called proactive dependent interviewing, which reminds respondents of their answer in 
the previous wave and has been shown to reduce the capturing of spurious change. However, so 
far very little guidance exists in the literature on how such questions should be worded. Here we 
use data from three experimental studies to examine question wording effects with proactive 
dependent interviewing. Because we link data from one f the surveys to administrative records, 
we can examine not only different levels of change by format, but the accuracy of the change 
reports as well. Our results show that how question about current status are worded affects the 
reporting of change. The overall results, including comparisons with administrative records, 
suggest that reminding respondents of their previous answer and then asking “Is that still the 
case?” produces the most accurate data on change and stability experienced by respondents.  
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The aim of most panel surveys is to measure change: respondents are asked the same core 
set of questions at regular intervals, and changes in answers over time are interpreted as changes 
in respondents’ situations. However, unless measurement error is perfectly correlated over time, 
the estimated changes reflect not only true change, but also changes in errors. As a result, panel 
surveys often over-estimate change. The method most commonly used to reduce spurious 
changes in panel data is dependent interviewing, whereby answers from the previous interview 
are preloaded and used in later questionnaires. Dependent interviewing is employed in many 
panel surveys using computer assisted interviewing to collect information such as labor market 
status, employment characteristics or income sources (e.g. in the UK Household Longitudinal 
Study: Understanding Society, the Current Population Survey, the National Longitudinal Survey 
of Youth 1997, the Health and Retirement Study, the English Longitudinal Study of Ageing, and 
the German panel study Labor Market and Social Security). The aim of this article is to examine 
how best to word dependent interviewing questions t maximize the accuracy of measures of 
change. 
With proactive dependent interviewing, the respondent is reminded of his or her answer 
from the previous wave. For example: “Last time we interviewed you on <date of interview>, 
you said you were <an employee/self-employed>.” This reminder is followed by a question 
about the current status, which can be worded in different ways, for example “Is that still the 
case?” or “Has that changed?” Alternatively, the survey could remind the responde t and then 
simply ask the original question again: “Last time we interviewed you on <date of interview>, 
you said you were <an employee/self-employed>. What about now -- are you an employee or 
self-employed?” (see Jäckle 2009). This approach also reduces redundancies and improves the 
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flow of the interview: respondents whose situation has not changed can be routed around 
sections of the questionnaire.  
Dependent interviewing can also be implemented reactively (Corti and Campanelli 
1992). In this case, the respondent is not reminded of his or her previous answer but is asked the 
original question again at the later wave. The questionnaire script compares the two answers and, 
if a change is detected, prompts a follow-up question to verify the change. Reactive dependent 
interviewing is more commonly used for numeric questions such as income amounts, while 
proactive dependent interviewing is more commonly used for closed questions. In this paper, we 
focus on proactive dependent interviewing and the effects that the question wording has on 
measurement error in reports of change.  
Previous studies have shown that proactive dependent int rviewing is effective in 
reducing spurious transitions in welfare program participation (Lynn, Jäckle, Jenkins and Sala 
2012, Lugtig and Jäckle 2014), ownership of assets and liabilities (Hoogendoorn 2004), and 
employment characteristics such as industry and occupation, managerial duties, or the size of the 
employing organization (Hill 1994, Lynn and Sala 2006b, Perales 2014). Proactive dependent 
interviewing also reduces seam effects, the heaping of transitions in the interview month between 
recall periods in panel surveys, in labor market his or es (Murray, Michaud, Egan and Lemaitre 
1991, Lemaitre 1992, Jäckle and Lynn 2007) and welfar  receipt histories (Moore, Bates, 
Pascale and Okon 2009), and improves estimates of spell durations (Hill 1994, Jäckle 2008).   
The benefits of proactive dependent interviewing come at a potential cost however. Some 
researchers and practitioners worry that reminding respondents of previous answers and asking 
whether this is still the case, as in the first example above, invites satisficing: “yes” is an easy 
and credible answer and so respondents may falsely confirm the previous information as still 
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applying (see discussions by Holmberg 2004, Hoogendoorn 2004, Lynn, et al. 2012, Perales 
2014). If so, the original problem of spurious change would be replaced by spurious stability. 
This concern is not unfounded. There is indeed evidence that respondents falsely confirm 
previous information: in two panel surveys where incorrect data were preloaded for proactive 
dependent interviewing questions (wave 9 of the Nation l Longitudinal Survey of Youth 
(Aughinbaugh and Gardecki 2008) and wave 4 of the panel study Labor Market and Social 
Security (Eggs and Jäckle 2015)), non-random sub-samples of respondents were presented with 
an incorrect preload, which the majority did not correct. Experimental laboratory studies also 
provide evidence that dependent interviewing may indeed induce spurious stability (Rips, 
Conrad and Fricker 2003, Conrad, Rips and Fricker 2009). What is unclear however is to what 
extent proactive dependent interviewing leads to saisficing, whether the reduction in spurious 
changes outweighs any increase in spurious stability, and to what extent this trade-off is 
influenced by the wording of dependent interviewing questions. 
How proactive dependent interviewing questions are worded varies between surveys – 
and often also within a survey. For example the UK Household Longitudinal Study uses the 
“Has this changed?” wording for some questions and “Is this still the same?” for others. The 
choice of question wording seems to be a matter of personal preference and taste. To date there 
has been little research into wording effects in proactive dependent interviewing questions (see 
Mathiowetz and McGonagle 2000). The exception is Al Baghal (2017), who concludes that 
asking about change is problematic: respondents were mo e likely to say “yes” a change has 
occurred, but then frequently report the same statu in response to follow up questions about 
their current status. That study raises questions about how wording influences the accuracy of 
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reports. We use experimental data and linked administrative records to examine the following 
questions:  
(1) Does the wording of proactive dependent interviewing questions affect the likelihood of 
reporting a change? 
(2) Which question wording produces the most accurate measures of change?  
 
2 Data 
We use data from three experimental studies to address our research questions: waves 3 and 7 of 
the UK Innovation Panel and a two-wave survey in Germany, which we refer to as the 
“Measuring Change” survey. We use all three studies to address Research Question 1, and only 
the Measuring Change study for Research Question 2. Below we describe the surveys and the 
experiments conducted in each. Table 1 summarizes the different versions of the dependent 
interviewing questions, which version was asked in each survey, and the number of experimental 
items included in the analyses. 
 
The Innovation Panel survey 
The Innovation Panel (IP) is part of the UK Household Longitudinal Study: Understanding 
Society, funded by the Economic and Social Research Council a d led by the Institute for Social 
and Economic Research at the University of Essex. The IP is a stratified, clustered sample of 
Great Britain residents (for details on the sample design, see Lynn 2009). In this analysis, we use 
wave 3, fielded April to July 2010 by NatCen Social Research, and wave 7, fielded May to 
October 2014 by TNS BMRB (now Kantar Public). Wave 3 was conducted in person, and wave 
7 used an experimental mixed-mode approach; however, we use only the cases assigned to the 
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in-person mode. (We report on the implications of mixed modes for dependent interviewing in a 
separate paper, see Jäckle, Eckman and Nichols 2014.) For the cases fielded in wave 3, the 
household response rate was 66.7%, with 82.2% of eligibl  individuals in these households 
responding. For cases fielded in-person in wave 7, the household response rate (for the wave 1 
sample and the wave 4 refreshment) was 74.9%, with 81.5% of individuals in those households 
responding. (All response rates calculated using AAPOR’s RR1, see The American Association 
for Public Opinion Research 2016).   
 
Table 1: Number of Items, by Experimental Variation n Dependent Question Wording and 
Survey 








STILL “Is this still the case?”  YES 
NO 
1,339 445 3,122 
CHANGED “Has this changed?”  YES 
NO 
1,238 504 3,105 
STILL/CHANGED “Is this still the case or 
has it changed?”  
STILL 
CHANGED 
 470 3,083 
CHANGED/STILL “Has that changed or is 
it still the case?”  
CHANGED 
STILL 
 484  
REMIND/ASK Reminder followed by 
independent question 
as asked in wave 1 
 
  3,218 
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INDEPENDENT Independent question 
as asked in wave 1, no 
reminder of wave 1 
response 
 
  3,340 
 
IP3 Experimental design  
In wave 3 of the Innovation Panel (IP3), primary sampling units (PSU) were randomly allocated 
to one of two groups, such that all adults in each PSU received the same treatment. Both groups 
were reminded of their answer in the previous interview, but the question to ascertain their 
current status varied: half received the STILL format and half the CHANGED format (see Table 
1). Those who reported change were then asked follow-up questions about their current status.  
 The experiment was implemented on four questions, each of which had been asked as an 
independent question in the previous wave: general he lth, whether job is permanent, and 
working hours (asked separately of employees and self-employed). See Appendix Table 1 for the 
full question wording. The data include observations  2,577 dependent interviewing questions, 
nested in 1,299 respondents who gave CAPI interviews n both IP3 and the prior wave. The 
number of questions answered by each respondent varied due to routing. 
 
IP7 Experimental design  
Wave 7 of the Innovation Panel (IP7) tested four versions of the dependent interviewing 
questions: the STILL format, the CHANGED format and two forced choice formats, as shown in 
Table 1. Households were randomly allocated to groups such that all respondents within a 
household received the same treatment. The experiment was implemented on 13 items in the 
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household and individual questionnaires, which had e ch been asked as independent questions in 
the previous wave. See Appendix Table 2 for question w rdings. The in-person interviews were 
audio-recorded and we report on analyses of the record d data in a separate paper (Jäckle, 
Baghal, Eckman and Sala in press). The in-person data include observations on 1,903 dependent 
interviewing questions, nested in 474 respondents who gave CAPI interviews in IP7 and the 
prior wave. 
 
The Measuring Change survey  
The Measuring Change (MC) survey, a telephone study, was funded by the Institute for 
Employment Research (IAB) in Germany and fielded by the LINK Institute. Wave 1 was fielded 
September to November 2011 and wave 2 one year later. A national sample of adults was drawn 
from administrative records held by the German Federal Employment Agency (IAB 2011). The 
sample design has been described in more detail elsewhere (Eckman et al. 2015). The response 
rate at Wave 1 was 19.4% and the conditional response rate at Wave 2 was 63.2% (RR1, The 
American Association for Public Opinion Research 2016).  
 Respondents were asked for consent to link their survey data to the administrative records 
from which the sample was drawn. Of the 1,325 wave 2 r spondents, 96% consented and were 
successfully linked. We exploit this link between survey and administrative data to answer the 
second research question about accuracy in reports on change. The dependent interviewing 
questions that could be validated with records were employment status (full-time, part-time, mini 
job, or other labor market activity) and receipt of wo types of unemployment benefit 
(unemployment insurance, income support). A mini-job is a form of German employment which 
was paid a maximum of 400 euros per month at the tim of the survey and is not eligible for 
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some employment benefits. The employment data stem fro  the German government’s database 
of employer social security contributions (IAB 2013). All contributing jobs should be captured in 
the database; non-contributing positions, such as civil servant, police officer, professor, and the 
self-employed, are not covered (Jacobebbinghaus and Seth 2007). Due to these exclusions, we 
expected some mismatch between the responses and the data, but this error should be similar 
across the experimental groups. The administrative records on unemployment benefit contain 
information about all spells of unemployment benefit receipt. These data are of high quality 
because they are directly produced by the software that administers benefit claims and payments 
(Jacobebbinghaus, et al. 2007, Köhler and Thomsen 2009). 
 
MC Experimental design  
The MC survey replicated both yes/no versions and one of the forced choice versions asked in 
IP7. In addition, the experiment included a version where respondents were reminded of their 
previous answer and then asked the independent question. A final format simply asked the 
independent question without any reminder of the previous response. The available sample size 
restricted the number of experimental treatment groups that could be implemented with sufficient 
statistical power. Since we expected both forced choice versions to have similar effects we 
selected just one for inclusion in the MC experiment. Respondents were randomly allocated to 
one of five treatment groups (see Table 1). The experiment was replicated in three modules: 
socio-demographics, labor market, and income sources. S e the Appendix Table 3 for the 






The three data sets allow us to answer our two resea ch questions. Research Question 1 asks how 
the wording of the dependent question affects reports of change. We present our results in bar 
graphs which also show confidence intervals. We use adjusted Wald F tests of equality of means 
to distinguish significant from non-significant differences in reports of change across formats. 
For Research Question 2, we exploit the link between th  MC survey responses and 
administrative records, with which we can check the accuracy of reports of change in three items 
in the survey: receipt of unemployment benefits, receipt of income support, and employment 
status. The first two outcome variables are binary indicators. The third, employment status, was 
converted into three binary indictors: full-time employment, part-time employment and mini-job. 
For each of these five variables, we coded whether the state applied to each respondent in each 
wave, according to each of two sources: the survey data and the administrative data. From these 
indicators we derived ten transition variables: onefor each of the five variables in the two data 
sources. To illustrate, “No-No” for full-time employment from the survey data indicates that the 
respondent reported no full-time job in both Wave 1 and Wave 2. “Yes-No” in the income 
support variable from the administrative data means that the records indicate the respondent was 
receiving income support at the time of Wave 1 and was no longer receiving support at Wave 2. 
These transition variables let us test how the accur y of reports of change vary with the DI 
question wording. The statistics used to test for statistical significance are given in the results 
section. 
 Both research questions are concerned with reports of change, so a few words on what we 
mean by change are necessary. Reported change refers to the answers to the five dependent 
interviewing question formats. When a respondent indicates a change, he or she is then asked the 
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independent question about his or her current status. In response to that independent follow-up 
question, some respondents gave the same answer as th y had in the prior wave, seemingly 
contradicting the report of change they had just given. For example, consider the question: “I  
the last interview, you said that you were full-time employed. Has that changed?” A respondent 
may think about the job she had last year and the fact that she lost that job and got a new one, 
which is also full-time. Then the respondent might report that her employment had changed, but 
when asked the follow up question about her current employment status (full-time, part-time, 
etc.) choose full-time. This response would appear in the data as if no change had taken place. 
Corrected change takes the answer to the follow-up into account. Corrected change may 
therefore be lower than reported change, if the respondent experienced changes, but her current 
status is now the same as at the previous interview. 
All our analyses are performed at the item level rather than the respondent level, which 
increases the sample size substantially. To account f r this artificial inflation in the case base, we
control for the clustering of items in respondents i  all our models and significance testing using 
Taylor Series linearization, a well-known technique for estimating standard errors for clustered 
data (Eckman and West 2016).  
Before proceeding with the analyses, we verified that e assignment of respondents to 
the various question wording conditions was in factr ndom: the cases do not differ in 
demographics, substantive variables, consent to record linkage or measures of change derived 





Using the three experimental datasets and the methods described above, we answer the research 
questions put forth in the introduction.  
 
RQ1: Does the wording of proactive dependent interviewing questions affect the likelihood of 
reporting a change? 
Figure 1 shows the percentage of answers across all items where respondents indicated a change, 
by study and question wording. Reported change is shown in the dark bars and corrected change 
in the light bars. For the independent question format only the corrected change is shown, since 
this group is only asked one question about their cur ent status. Unlike with the dependent 
interviewing formats, there is no follow up question if the status differs from the status reported 
at the last interview.  
The first panel of the figure corresponds to IP3. In this study, the STILL and CHANGED 
formats clearly work differently, with CHANGED gathering many more reports of change. The 
difference between the STILL and CHANGED formats is highly significant within both reported 
and corrected change. The difference between reported and corrected change is also significant 
within each format. There are several possible explanations for this finding. Respondents may be 
satisficing or acquiescing, giving the easy answer, “yes”, in response to the “Has that changed?” 
question and then backtracking when they realize that was not the right answer. It is also possible 
that they are reporting correctly. The CHANGED format may be particularly susceptible to this 
error, because it primes the respondent to think about change. Interviewer errors are a further 
possible explanation for the observed difference in reported and corrected change: if they do not 
pay close attention to the experimental question wordings, interviewers may enter “yes,” 
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meaning that the situation is still the same, when in fact the question was worded as a 
CHANGED question. When the follow-up question is triggered, the interviewer may either 
backtrack and correct the answer to the proactive qu stion, or simply fill in the follow-up 
question with the same answer category.  
 
Figure 1: Percent of items for which change was report d, with 95% confidence intervals, by 
study and format  
 
 
In the IP7 panel of Figure 1, looking first at reported change (dark bars), we see that the 
CHANGED format collects more reports of change than the other formats. Statistically, the three 
other formats are not different from each other, and CHANGED is different from each of them. 
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When we look instead at corrected change, we see les change in the CHANGED format, and the 
differences between formats are no longer significant. Although reported change is always 
greater than corrected change, the difference is not consistently significant. 
In the MC study, the pattern is different: the CHANGED format collects fewer reports of 
change than the STILL format; neither STILL nor CHANGED is significantly different from 
STILL/CHANGED at the 5% level. The new REMIND ASK format, however, collects 
significantly more reports of change than STILL, CHANGED and STILL/CHANGED. The 
independent question, which was also not used in the IP studies, collects more reports of change 
than each of the dependent interviewing formats. This result is as found in previous research: 
simply asking the same questions wave after wave leads to overreports of change (e.g. Lynn, et 
al. 2006b, Perales 2014). In the MC study, the difference between reported change and corrected 
change is not as pronounced as in the IP studies, which could be due to stricter supervision of 
telephone interviewers than face-to-face interviewers, l ading to fewer interviewer errors. 
 
RQ2: Which question wording produces the most accurate measures of change?  
The MC survey offers a link to administrative records, which we used to check the accuracy of 
reports of change to address Research Question 2. For each respondent, we derived indicators of 
change in unemployment benefits receipt, income support receipt, and employment status, from 
both the survey data and the administrative records. (Because there is almost no difference 
between the reported and corrected change in the MC study (see Figure 1), we focus here on 
reported change in the survey data. For the independent question group we use the initial report 




 The survey and administrative indicators of change a r e in 85.4% of the items (standard 
error: 0.66% points), and there are no significant differences between the question formats 
(tested with an adjusted Wald test accounting for clustering of items within respondents). 
Surprisingly, the agreement rate of change indicators derived from independent questions are no 
worse than those derived from the dependent interviewing formats. However, this aggregate 
comparison of the change indicator masks many differences in the accuracy of reporting of 
change. Accuracy might vary by underreporting (repoting no change when there has been 
change), overreporting (reporting change when there as not been change), by the accuracy of 
the wave 1 report and by whether there has been a true change, or not. We therefore examine 
different types of transitions in more detail, by developing transition variables for each of the 
five possible states (receipt of unemployment benefits, receipt of income support, full-time 
employment, part-time employment and mini job) from the two sources (survey responses and 
administrative data).   
 Figure 2 shows the relationship between the transitio  indicators from the survey and the 
administrative records for all five variables together, by question format. The rows show the 
transition status according to the administrative reco ds, the columns the transition according to 
the survey reports. The five different bars in each cell correspond to the five question formats 
and the height is the row percent. In each cell, the order of the bars is STILL, CHANGED, 






Figure 2: Accuracy of Wave 1 and 2 Reports in MC Survey, by Format and Administrative Data 
in Wave 1 and 2 (Row Percents displayed) 
 
Row Count =  4,336  
Row Count =  263  
Row Count =  761  
Row Count =  278  
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The cells on the main diagonal (“No-No”…“Yes-Yes”) how items where the survey 
transition status matches the records. The cells on the counter diagonal show items where the 
status in the survey was misreported in both waves: a rare event. The grey-shaded cells are those 
where the Wave 1 report was correct.  
The first row of the figure corresponds to “No-No” in the administrative data: according 
to the records, these states did not apply in either wave 1 or 2. Most of the survey reports in this 
row were also “No-No”: 94-95% of the survey reports agreed with the administrative records in 
both waves: respondents are quite accurate when reporting that a state does not apply in either 
wave in all formats. The other bars in this row are short , indicating rare misreports in wave 2 
(“No-Yes”), in wave 1 (“Yes-No”) or in both waves (“Yes-Yes”). There are no significant 
differences in the reports across the five formats in his row (Pearson chi-square test, corrected 
for the clustering of items in respondents and converted into an F statistic (Rao and Scott 1984), 
to test the correlation between survey reports and format: F11.9, 13406.2=0.85; p= 0.59).  
In the second row, there is more error. The true statu  for all items in this row, according 
to the administrative data, is “No-Yes” – transition into a state such as income support receipt or 
part-time employment. In this row, the most frequent survey report in all formats was “Yes-
Yes,” which corresponds to an incorrect report in Wave 2 and an underreporting of true change. 
Although there are larger differences among the formats in this row, they are not significant 
(F11.9, 2889.5=1.28; p=0.22).  
The third row corresponds to “Yes-No” in the administrative data – transition out of a 
state. Here most survey reports were correct in all formats, but “No-No” was also reported by 
more than 30% of respondents, which again represents an underreporting of change. There are no 
significant differences by format (F11.9, 2957.2= 0.74; p= 0.71). 
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 The bottom row of the figure contains items where the state applied in both waves (“Yes-
Yes”). More than 70% of all respondents in every format gave the correct response in each wave. 
In this row we do see significant differences between the formats (F11.9, 8187.1=1.88; p = 0.033); 
STILL and CHANGED collected significantly more correct “Yes-Yes” reports than the 
independent format (STILL vs INDEPENDENT: F2.99,903.69 = 3.94, p = 0.008; CHANGED vs 
INDEPENDENT: F3.00,872.39 = 3.18, p = 0.023).  
In sum, the formats tend to work similarly, regardless of whether the wave 1 status was 
reported correctly or not. The exception is when the state applies in each wave (“Yes-Yes”), then 
the STILL and CHANGED formats work best. The independ nt format is susceptible to 
overreporting of change when the true state is “Yes- ”: respondents are less likely to report 
continued receipt of, say, an income source correctly, and instead appear to have transitioned off. 
Similar results have been found in other studies: for spells that span multiple interview periods, 
dependent interviewing reduces under-reporting of continuing spells. This reduces the typical 
downward bias in estimated spell durations (Jäckle 2008).  
 
6  Discussion 
This study provides new evidence on how best to word proactive dependent interviewing 
questions to measure change and stability: using data from three experimental studies and linked 
administrative records, we examine which question wrdings perform best.  
As in previous studies, our results show that proactive dependent interviewing reduces 
reporting of change (e.g. Lynn, Jäckle, Jenkins and Sala 2006a, Lynn, et al. 2006b, Perales 2014) 
and produces more accurate measures of change than independent interviewing (Lynn, et al. 
2012). However, the way in which proactive dependent interviewing questions are worded 
clearly matters. Our main findings are that the STILL version, the STILL/CHANGED and the 
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CHANGED/STILL versions work similarly, and second, that the REMIND, ASK version 
produces higher rates of change, though still not as high as independent interviewing (see Figure 
1). Interestingly, the CHANGED version produces higher rates of change than the STILL 
version in the IP studies, but lower rates in the MC study, a point we return to below. The 
comparison with administrative records shows that te STILL and CHANGED formats produce 
the most accurate measures of change.  
Taking together the evidence from this article, as well as findings from previous research, 
we believe that the STILL format provides the best data quality and recommend that panel 
surveys use this wording. It reduces the overreporting of change seen with the independent 
question. Although the CHANGED format was just as accurate in our analysis of Research 
Question 2, we have some reservations about recommending this format: in the IP studies, a 
number of respondents said “yes” their status had cnged, but subsequently gave the same 
answer in the follow up question as they had in the previous year. This effect is seen in Figure 1 
as the difference between the dark and light bars. Although this effect occurred in the IP studies 
in all formats, it happened most often in the CHANGED format. Additional research is needed to 
understand what is behind that result, but it does suggest that the STILL format is a better choice.  
 One remaining puzzle in our results is why the CHANGED format collects more reports 
of change in the IP studies but fewer in the MC study. There are several differences between 
these surveys that might explain the inconsistent rsults. As mentioned above, the IP studies are 
face-to-face, which allows for less supervision of interviewers than the telephone MC study. The 
topics also differed between the surveys, along with the base rates of change. The IP studies both 
included a small number of other non-experimental DI questions, most of which used variants of 
the STILL format: it is possible that interviewers may not have paid sufficient attention to the 
20 
 
different question wordings and incorrectly used the format they were most familiar with (Jäckle, 
et al. in press). It is also possible that cultural differences between the German and English 
respondents affect our findings. Any one of these factors could drive the differing outcomes we 
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Appendix Table 1: Dependent Interviewing Questions in IP3 Survey 
Variable Version Question text  
General health Independent In general, would you say your health is... [Excellent, Very good, Good, Fair, Poor] 
 DI reminder The last time we interviewed you on [ff_IntDate] , you said that, in general, your health was [ff_sf1].  
Permanent job Independent Leaving aside your own personal intentions and circumstances, is your job... [A permanent job, Or is 
there some way that it is not permanent?] 
 DI reminder  Last time we interviewed you on [ff_IntDate] you said that, leaving aside your own personal intentions 
and circumstances, your job was a permanent job (if ff_jbterm1 = 1) / was not a permanent job in some 
way (if ff_jbterm1 = 2).  
Working hours 
(employees) 
Independent Thinking about your (main) job, how many hours, excluding overtime and meal breaks, are you 
expected to work in a normal week? [Number] 
 DI reminder Last time we interviewed you, you said that in your (main) job, you were expected to work [ff_jbhrs] 
hours in a normal week, excluding overtime and meal breaks.  
Working hours 
(self-employed) 
Independent How many hours in total do you usually work in a week in your job? [Number] 
 DI reminder Last time we interviewed you, you said that you usually work [ff_jshrs] hours, in total each week, in 





Appendix Table 2: Dependent Interviewing Questions in IP7 Survey 
Variable Version Question text 
Number of  Independent How many bedrooms are there r  excluding any bedrooms you may let or sublet? [Number] 
bedrooms Reminder When we interviewed you on [ff_Idate], you said you had [ff_HsBeds] bedroom(s), excluding any you 
may sublet and [ff_HsRooms] other rooms, excluding kitchens and bathrooms. 
Housing tenure  Independent Does your household own this accommodation outright, is it being bought with a mortgage, is it rented 
or does it come rent-free? [Owned outright, Owned/bing bought on mortgage, Shared ownership 
(part-owned part-rented), Rented, Rent free, Other] 
 Reminder Last time you said that this accommodation was [ff_HsOwnd].  
Mortgage 
payment 
Independent How much was your last total monthly instalment on all mortgages or loans for this property? 
[Number] 
 Reminder Last time your total monthly instalment o all mortgages or loans for this property was [ff_xpmg].  
Rent payment Independent How much was the last rent payment, including any services or water charges but after any rebates? 
[Number] 
 Reminder Last time you paid [ff_rent] [ff_rentwc].  
Stay or move Independent If you could choose, would you stay here in your present home or would you prefer to move 
somewhere else? [Stay here, Prefer to move] 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you on [ff_IntDate] you said that if you could choose, you would stay here 
in your present home (if ff_lkmove = 1)/ prefer to move somewhere else (if ff_lkmove = 2).  
Education Independent Are you... [At School, At Sixth Form College, At Further Education (FE) College, At Higher 
Education (HE) College, or at University?] 
 Reminder The last time we interviewed you on [ff_IntDate] you said that you were [ff_edtype].  
Permanent job Independent Leaving aside your own personal intentions and circumstances, is your job... [A permanent job, Or is 
there some way that it is not permanent?] 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you on [ff_IntDate] you said that, leaving aside your own personal intentions 
and circumstances, your job was a permanent job (if ff_jbterm1 = 1) / was not a permanent job in some 
way (if ff_jbterm1 = 2).  
Industry Independent What does the firm/organisation y u work for mainly make or do at the place where you work? [Text] 
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 Reminder Last time you said that the firm or organis tion where you work, makes or does [ff_jbsic07].  
Occupation Independent What was your main job last week? Please tell me the exact job title and describe fully the sort of work 
you do. [Text] 
 Reminder Last time you described your occupation in your main job as [ff_jbsoc00].  
Employment  Independent Are you an employee or self-employed? [Employee, Self-employed] 
status Reminder Last time you said that you were an mployee (if ff_jbsemp = 1) / self-employed (if ff_jbsemp = 2).  
Firm size Independent How many people are employed at the place where you work? [1 – 2, 3 – 9, 10 – 24, 25 – 49, 50 – 99, 
100 – 199, 200 – 499, 500 – 999, 1000 or more, Don’t know but fewer than 25, Don’t know but 25 or 
more] 
 Reminder Last time, you said that there were [ff_jbsize] people employed at the place you work.  
Working hours 
(employees) 
Independent Thinking about your (main) job, how many hours, excluding overtime and meal breaks, are you 
expected to work in a normal week? [Number] 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you, you said that in your main job, you were expected to work [ff_jbhrs] 
hours in a normal week, excluding overtime and meal breaks.  
Gross pay Independent  What was your most recent gross pay - that is including any overtime, bonuses, commission, tips or 
tax refund but before any deductions for tax, National Insurance or pension contributions, union dues 
and so on? [Number] 
 Reminder When we interviewed you on [ff_IntDate] , you said that last time you were paid, your gross pay - that 
is including any overtime, bonuses, commission, tips or tax refund but before any deductions for tax, 
National Insurance or pension contributions, union dues and so on - was £[ff_paygl] [ff_paygwc].  
Net pay Independent What was your most recent take home pay, that is after any deductions were made for tax, National 
Insurance, pensions, union dues and so on? [Number] 
 Reminder And when we interviewed you on [ff_IntDate], you said that last time you were paid, your net pay - 
that is after any deductions were made for tax, Nation l Insurance, pensions, union dues and so on - 
was £ [ff_paynl] [ff_paynwc].  
Pay type Independent How is your pay calculated, in particular are you salaried or paid by the hour? [Salaried, Basic salary 
plus commission, Paid by the hour, Other] 
 Reminder Last time you said that you were salaried (if ff_paytyp = 1) / you received a basic salary plus 
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commission (if ff_paytyp = 2) / you were paid by the hour (if ff_paytyp = 3).  
Travel to work 
(employees) 
Independent And how do you usually get to your place of work? [Drive myself by car or van, Get a lift with 
someone from household, Get a lift with someone outside the household, Motorcycle/moped/scooter,  
Taxi/minicab, Bus/coach, Train, Underground/Metro/Tam/Light railway, Cycle, Walk, Other] 
 Reminder Last time you said that you usually travel to work by [ff_worktrav] (if ff_worktrav = 4|5|6|7|8) / 
[ff_worktrav] to work (if ff_worktrav =1|2|3|9|10).  
Working hours  Independent How many hours in total do you usually work in a week in your job? [Number] 
(self-employed) Reminder Last time we interviewed you, you said that you usually work [ff_jshrs] hours, in total each week, in 
your job.  
Self-
employment   
Independent Are you working on your own account or are you in partnership with someone else? [Own account 
(sole owner), In partnership] 
partnership Reminder Last time we interviewed you, you said that you were working on your own account (sole owner) (if 
ff_jspart = 1) / in partnership with someone else (if ff_jspart = 2).  
Travel to work 
(self-employed) 
Independent And how do you usually get to your place of work? [Drive myself by car or van, Get a lift with 
someone from household, Get a lift with someone outside the household, Motorcycle/moped/scooter,  
Taxi/minicab, Bus/coach, Train, Underground/Metro/Tam/Light railway, Cycle, Walk, Other] 
 Reminder Last time you said that you usually travel to work by ['ff_jsworktrav'] (if ff_jsworktrav = 1|4|5|6|7|8) /
travel to work by getting a ['ff_jsworktrav'] (if ff_jsworktrav = 2|3) / ['ff_jsworktrav'] to work (if 






Appendix Table 3: Dependent Interviewing Questions in MC Survey 
Variable Version Question text 
Household 
Size 
Independent How many people live in your household permanently, yourself included? Please include all children 
living in your household.  
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you in [INTMONTH] 2011, you said that [HHMEMB] person(s) lived in 
your household permanently, including yourself and children. 
Marital Status Independent What is your marital status? Are you … [Married and living with your spouse, Cohabiting in a (same 
sex) Civil Partnership, Separated, Single, Divorced, Widowed, Separated from a Civil Partner, 
Annulated Civil Partnership, Widowed Civil Partnership]  
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you in [INTMONTH] 2011, you said you were [MASTAT]. 
Education Independent What is your highest school qua ification? [9 categories, including “none”] 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you in [INTMONTH] 2011, you said you had [QUALIFICATION].  
Employment 
status 
Independent What is your current employment situation? Are you… [Self-employed, Full-time employee, Part-time 
employee, Irregular employment or “mini job”, Apprentice, Parental leave, Registered unemployed, 
Military service or Voluntary Social Year, Not working (including pupils and students, long-term sick 
and pensioners without earnings] 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you in [INTMONTH] 2011, you said you were [ACTIVITY].   
Working hours Independent And how many hours do you w rk per week, including regular overtime? 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you in [INTMONTH] 2011, you said you work [HOURS] hours per week, 
including regular overtime.  
Earnings  Independent How much was your last monthly pay? Please enter your gross pay, that is, before deduction of taxes 
and social security contributions.  
Please do not include irregular payments, such as vacation or back pay. Please do include pay for 
overtime.  
For self-employed activities please enter your monthly profit before deduction of taxes. 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you in [INTMONTH] 2011, you said your monthly gross pay was 
[EARNINGS] Euros.  
Investment Independent Did you or any other member of your household receive any income from interest or dividends during 
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Income 2011, for example from savings, stocks, equity f nds or bonds?  
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you, you said that (IF INTEREST==0: no-one in your household had 
received income from interest or dividends during 2010, for example from savings, stocks, equity 
funds or bonds) (IF INTEREST==1: you or another memb r of your household had received income 
from interest or dividends during 2010, for example from savings, stocks, equity funds or bonds).  
Rental Income Independent In 2011: Did you or any member of your household receive income from renting or leasing property? 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you, you sad that (IF RENTAL==0: no-one in your household had received 
income from renting or leasing property during 2010) (IF RENTAL==1: You or another member of 
your household had received income from renting or leasing property during 2010).  
Child Benefit Independent In 2011: Did you or any other member of your household receive child benefit? 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you, you said that (IF CHBEN==0: no-one in your household had received 
child benefit during 2010) (IF CHBEN==1: You or another member of your household had received 
child benefit during 2010).  
Maternity pay Independent In 2011: Did you or another member of your household receive a paternity or maternity pay? 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you, you said that (IF MATPAY==0: no-one in your household had received 
paternity or maternity pay during 2010) (IF MATPAY==1: You or another member of your household 
had received paternity or maternity pay during 2010).  
Unemployment 
benefit 2 
Independent In 2011: Did you or another member of your household receive unemployment benefit 2, also known 
as Hartz IV? 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you, you said that (IF UNEMP2==0: no-one in your household had received 
unemployment benefit 2, also known as Hartz IV, during 2010) (IF UNEMP2==1: You or another 
member of your household had received unemployment b efit 2, also known as Hartz IV, during 
2010).  
Unemployment  Independent In 2011: Did you or another member of your household receive unemployment benefit 1? 
benefit 1 Reminder Last time we interviewed you, you said that (IF UNEMP1==0: no-one in your household ha  received 
unemployment benefit 1 during 2010) (IF UNEMP1==1: You or another member of your household 
had received unemployment benefit 1 during 2010).  
Savings Independent Did you regularly save a certain amount of money during the last 12 months? 
 Reminder Last time we interviewed you in [INTMONTH] 2011, you said that you had (IF AMOUNT==0: not) 
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regularly saved a certain amount of money during the previous 12 months.   
 
 
